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Electronic 

Mr. Cameron M. Leonard 
Senior Assistant General 

of Law 

100 Cushman Suite 400 
AK 99701-4679 

RE: COBC Discussion & Off-site Work 

Dear Mr. 

I am in receipt of your January letter to me and Ms. Laura Hill at Williams (a copy of which is attached 
for your ease of reference). I am also in receipt of Williams' response dated January 22, 2013. In your letter, you 
indicate the State of Alaska ("State") is concerned that neither company, Flint Hills Resources Alaska, LLC ("FHRA") 
or Williams, has yet committed to completing an off-site characterization work plan and conducting certain 
specified field work. Your letter also sets forth a listing of eleven areas of on-site and off-site work the State 
desires be completed in 2013, and you indicate if the State "undertakes the site characterization work with its 
own resources it will seek to recover its costs from either or both of your companies." 

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that FHRA continues to work with the State the on-site 
work, its scope and its timing, just as FHRA has done for the past several years. FHRA sees no change 
forward in that regard, and looks forward to continuing work scoping and execution to both the State 
and FHRA. Further, as laid out in FHRA's Transition Plan submitted to the State on January 2, FHRA 
indicated it is work activities in order to the 

the the end 2013. Several items on your list of 
course, chief FHRA 

massive 
two new water wells for the 

water to additional 
certification and installation of in-home treatment of bulk water tanks for 
and water those residents and the 



below sets some, but not work undertaken FHRA in the last years: 

Jan-10 

Mar-10 

Mar-10 

Apr-10 Interim Removal Action Plan submitted by FHRA 

I Apr-10 

May-10 FHRA initiates Ford Subdivision Project 



Draft HHRA Work Plan submitted by FHRA 

' Revised Draft HHRA Work Plan submitted by FHRA 

Phase IV delineation of sulfolane completed 

en Soil Sampling completed 

Phase V delineation of sulfolane completed 

I Scope of Work for Additional Site Characterization Activities submitted by FHRA 
I 

2011 Revised SCWP Addendum submitted by FHRA 

Third Quarter 2011 Groundwater Monitoring Report submitted by FHRA 

' FHRA Natural Attenuation Study initiated (ongoing) 

Report submitted by FHRA 

FHRA 



2012 Site Characterization Work Plan submitted FHRA 

FHRA 

FHRA 

To date, Williams has done nothing to address the off-site contamination that it caused. 

FHRA was not legally obligated to undertake this off-site work. FHRA undertook the off-site work, not because at 
tlie end of the day it believed it would ultimately shoulder the legal liability for it under Alaska law. It did so 
because FHRA did not want its neighbors to be drinking water contaminated with sulfolane while Williams 
pondered its responsibility for the mess it caused. We firmly believe this was the right decision. 

In Williams' response to your letter they criticize the the 
between FHRA and Williams. Williams' statements 



the remediation measures will need time 
as discussed FHRA has 
that any movement of 

not result in any additional response costs to nYI">TO!'T <'C>rOr\Tf"> 

FHRA. This is not an issue that 
£"\TT.cn·a work 

the problems associated with the Site. The State's own 
well calibrated and is inputs. 

Williams now wants to take over the model and continue to shirk its responsibility for other off-site 
activities. Williams has had over three years to develop its own groundwater model. Instead, it has attended 
multiple technical as a silent observer, never contributing to the discussion by asking questions or 
challenging conclusions. While there might be some plausible reason for Williams to want its own groundwater 
model if it were assuming responsibility for all of the off-site work, in this context it appears that the offer to do 
modeling is just another delay tactic. FHRA refuses to participate in that effort. FHRA's model was designed to be 
used as a tool to ensure affected and potentially affected residents are protected and provided clean water 
solutions, not as a litigation gambit. Such is why FHRA has been working with AOEC to develop it, rather than 
keeping it secret, as it would do if the model was just a litigation tool. That model took years to develop and cost 
well more than two million dollars. Given the stakes involved for the residents of North Pole, we do not think that 
it is advisable for FHRA and the State of Alaska to be guided by a groundwater model thrown together at the last 
minute on the by a party that to accept any responsibility for its own actions. 

£'\TT.cn·c work the State 

All of it. All of the 
done is work resulting solely from the 

and response costs to date and 
All of them. Such stands 

to aid in the continued nrrvto.rf'tr\n 

::>aroornar,r with the State on scope and 



This leaves open the this summer work is 
We submit to the of 

North Pole and to the State of can occur in an manner 
timeline we we to the State of and Williams on 

we can to account for this season1s 
up and assume its or for the State to 
time for this transition to occur. With FHRA 
should be sufficient time for the State to take 

work that FHRA 
Either way, it is 

season, there 
its 

FHRA will continue its on-site remediation and characterization work. the company will continue to 
tasks in the transition 

Williams must take 

Travis A. Pearson 

TAP/vcr 

Attachment 

cc: laura Hill, Williams Companies (via electroniqnail) 
Mark Gebbia, Williams Companies (via electronic mail) 
Marc Coggeshall, Flint Hills Resources, lP (via electronic mail) 

to work 

Dave Smith, Koch Remediation & Environmental Services, llt (via electronic mail) 
Tamara Cardona, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (via electronic mail} 
Steve Bainbridge, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (via electronic mail) 
La uri J. Adams, Office of the Attorney General, State of Alaska (via electronic mail) 
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